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RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

JUL 1 7 2006 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-70 remain pending in the application. Reconsideration is respectfully 
requested in light of the following remarks. 

Section 102te> Refection ; 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-14, 17 and 19-70 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Borella et'al. (U.S. Patent 6,269,099) (hereinafter "Borella"). 
Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection for at least the reasons below. 

Regarding claim 1, Borella fails to disclose a peer group name server receiving 
information about a peer group, wherein the peer group comprises one or more peers as 
member peers of the peer group, wherein the one or more peers reside on one or more 
network nodes coupled to the network and wherein the information about the peer 
gronp stored or the peer proup name server is accessible to entities on the network 
through the peer group name server to discover the pee r group. The Examiner cites 
column 2, line 64 - column 3, line 4. However, Borella does not teach anything 
regarding a peer group name server. The Examiner refers to item 12 in FIG. 1 of 
Borella as a peer group name server. However, the Examiner's interpretation of Borella 
is incorrect. First of all, item 12 in Borella's FIG. 1 is a network and is clearly described 
as such by Borella (Borella, column 4, lines 48-53. Borella states that network system 10 
"includes a first network 12 with multiple network devices." A network, as taught by 
Borella cannot be considered a peer group name server. 

Borella teaches that a network device, such as Borella's edge router 16 may insert 
a special peer discovery marker in the header of an otherwise normal network message. 
Another network device, such as Borella's edge router 20 retrieves the marker from the 
network message before sending the network message on to its destination. The 
information in Borella's peer discovery marker including address information identifying 
the network device that inserted the discovery marker in the network message. The 
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receiving network device then opens a separate communication with the sending network 
device in order to send its own address information. Thus, the two network devices can 
communicate separately, such as to enable the two devices to "exchange and negotiate 
'intelligent 1 edge router capabilities such as error collection, encryption, compression and 
other transmission parameters" (Borella, column 7, line 36-column 8, line 12 and column 
10, lines 25-33), 

The Examiner also refers to Borella's network device being able to discover its 
peer by using a peer discovery protocol, citing figures 8A-B and column 7, line 37 - 
column 8, line 12. Borella teaches a system and method for peer network device 
discovery but Borella fails to disclose that tbe information (i.e. the marker information) 
sent from one peer to another is accessible to entities on the network through the peer 
group name server to discover the peer group. In contrast, Borella's edge routers only 
send out information about themselves. Borella's edge routers do not make information 
received via Borella's peer discovery protocol regarding another device available to other 
devices. Thus, none of Borella's edge routers can be considered a peer group name 
server. For example, in order to anticipate Applicant's claims, Borella's edge router 20 
would have to make the address information regarding edge router 16 accessible to other 
entities on the network, which does not occur in Borella's system. In fact, Borella fails to 
mention anything about a first peer network device providing discovery information 
about second peer network device available to a third peer network device, as would be 
requited if Borella were to anticipate Applicants' claim. Borella clearly fails to disclose a 
peer group name server receiving information about a peer group, wherein the 
information about the peer group stored on th e peer group name seiver is accessible to 
entities on the network through the peer group name serv er to discover the peer grotfg- 

In his response to arguments, the Examiner again cites figures 8A-B and column 
7, line 37 - column 8, line 12 of Borella. The Examiner asserts, "applicant fails to 
consider the teaching of Borella 9 s reference for storing the information for peer network 
device in the peer discovery table for being used by the requested network device" and 
again refers to Borella's network device being able to discover its peer be using the peer 
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discovery protocol However, the teaching of Borella on which the Examiner relies 
does not support the Examiner argument. As noted above, Borella's peer discovery 
protocol allows an edge router to include a peer discovery marker into a TCP message. 
Another edge router responds to the discovery marker with its network address and a 
network address of an associated host device. Thus, Borella's peer discovery protocol 
allows peer devices (edge routers) to exchange network address directly. However, 
Borella's peer discovery protocol clearly does not involve information about a peer 
group that is stored on a peer group name server being accessible to entities on the 
network through the peer group name server to discover the peer group. 

Borella's edge router stores a peers network address in a 46 peer discovery table" 
that is used by the edge router when sending messages to other edge routers- The 
information in a particular edge router's peer discovery table is not accessible to other 
entities on the network and is clearly not accessible through a peer group name server, as 
would be required were the Examiner's interpretation correct, which it clearly isn't. 

As noted above, anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art reference 
disclosure of each and every limitation of the claimed invention, arranged as in the claim. 
M.P.E.P 2131; Lindemann Maschinenfabrik GmbH v. American Hoist & Derrick Co., 
221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed Cir. 1984). The identical invention must be shown in, as 
complete detail as is contained in the claims. Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Ca> 9 USPQ2d 
1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). As discussed above, Borella clearly fails to disclose 
wherein the information about the peer group_ stored on tbe peer group name server is 
accessible to entities on the network through the peer group name server to discover the 
peer group * Therefore, Borella cannot be said to anticipate claim 1 . 

Thus, the rejection of claim 1 is not supported by the cited art and removal thereof 
is respectfully requested. Similar remarks apply to claims 11, 37, 44, 61 and 65. 

Regarding claim 31, Borella fails to disclose a first peer in the peer-to-peer 
network accessing a peer group name server in the peer-to-peer network, wherein the 
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peer group name server comprises information about one or more entities in the peer-to- 
peer network, wherein the infonnation comprises, for each of the one or more entities, a 
symbolic name and an associated entity identity of the entity. As noted in Applicants' 
previous response, the Examiner does not provide a proper rejection of claim 3 1 . Instead, 
the Examiner merely rejects claim 31 "for the same basis" as claim L However, claim 1 
does not recite the same limitations as claim 3L Therefore, the Examiner has failed to 
state a prima facie rejection of claim 3 1 ► 

As described above, Boreila teaches that a network device, such as Boreila 5 s edge 
router 16 may insert a special peer discovery marker in the header of an otherwise normal 
network message. Another network device, such as Borella's edge router 20 retrieves the 
marker fiom the network message before sending the network message on to its 
destination. The information in Borella's peer discovery marker including address 
information identifying the network device that inserted the discovery marker in the 
network message. The receiving network device then opens a separate communication 
with the sending network device in onier to send its own address information. Thu$, the 
two network devices can communicate separately, such as to enable the two devices to 
"exchange and negotiate 'intelligent' edge router capabilities such as error correction, 
encryption, compression and other transmission parameters" (Boreila, column 7, line 36- 
column 8, line 12 and column 10, lines 25-33). However, Boreila does not teach 
anything regarding a peer group name server including information about entities on a 
peer-to-peer network, where the information includes a symbolic name for each of the 
entities, as recited in claim 31. Instead, Boreila teaches storing only the network address 
of peer devices (Boreila, FIG. 3B and column 6, lines 51-60). 

In bis response to arguments, the Examiner equates the unique number of 
Borella's peer discovery marker to the symbolic name of Applicants' claim and refers to 
the feet that "Boreila pointed out that the field value is not limited as described in the 
patent", citing column 6, lines 34 ~ 50 and column 8, lines 9-12. However, the general 
statement that Borella's system "is not limited to using the peer discovery marker 46 as a 
TCP 38 option and other types of peer discovery data packets could also be used" has 
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nothing to do with a peer group name server including information about entities on a 
peer-to-peer network, wW the infor mation includes a symbolic name for each of the 
entities, as recited in Applicants' claim. Borella clearly teaches that the unique number 
on which the Examiner relies is part of the peer discovery marker 46 that is added to data 
packets sent from an edge router desiring to discover other peers (column 7, lines 35-67). 
Borella does not teach anything regarding his peer discovery marker (including the 
unique number which the Examiner equates to a symbolic name) being information 
included on a peer group name server. In contrast, Borella specifically teaches that the 
peer discovery marker is inserted into header fields of TCP/IP packets. 

Moreover, a unique number described by Borella as a 1-byte field cannot be 
considered a symbolic name, as the Examiner contends. The Examiner relies upon a 
general statement of Borella's that Borella's invention "is not limited to using the peer 
discovery marker 46 as a TCP 38 option and other types of peer discovery data packets 
could also be used." However, this does not suggest and clearly fails to anticipate the 
symbolic name of Applicants 3 claim. 

Additionally, in further regard to claim 31, Borella fails to disclose the first peer 
sending a symbolic name of an entity to the peer group name server, the peer group name 
server locating a copy of the symbolic name in the information about the one or more 
entities to determine an entity identifier associated with th e symbolic name, and the peer 
group name server sending th e entity identifier associated with the symbolic name to the 
first peer. Borella's system only involves pairs of network devices, such as Borella's 
edge routers 16 and 20, discovering each other. Borella's system does not include a peer 
sending a symbolic name to a peer group name server. In fact, as noted above, Borella 
fails to teach the use of symbolic names in his peer discovery protocol at all, despite the 
Examiner's contention regarding a 1-byte unique number inserted in a TCP/IP packet. 
Borella does not mention anything regarding a peer group name server locating a copy of 
the symbolic name to determme an entity identifier associated with the symbolic name 
and sending the entity identifier associated with symbolic name to the first peer. 
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In response to the above argument, the Examiner cites figures 5, 6, 7, 8A, 8B and 
column 9, line 52 - column 10, line 3. The Examiner assert that Borella's data packets 
(modified to include a peer discovery marker) are "sent to the corresponding networks 
from one peer for finding peer group, and the entity identifier will be extracted and stored 
in a peer discovery table on each peer network device who receives the packets." The 
Examiner also concludes, "thus all the peer network device[s have] a copy of information 
for the peer group." The Examiner's argument actually supports Applicants' 
position. In Borella's system, individual edge routers exchange network address 
information directly, as argued by the Examiner. Thus, even in the Examiner's 
interpretation, Borella's system does not include a first peer sending a symbolic name of 
another entity to a peer group name server, the peer group name server locating a copy of 
the symbolic name to determine an entity identifier associated with the symbolic name, 
and the peer group name server sending the entity identifier to the first peer. As argued 
by the Examiner, peer information is exchanged directly between Borella's edge routers, 
not via a symbolic name lookup by a peer group name server. 

Applicant respectfully reminds the Examiner that anticipation requires the 
presence in a single prior art reference disclosure of each and every limitation of the 
claimed invention, arranged bs in the claim . M.P.E.P 2131; Lindemann Maschinenfabrik 
GmbH v. American Hoist & Derrick Co., 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The 
identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the claims. 
Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). As discussed 
above, Borella fails to disclose a first peer in the peer-to-peer network accessing a peer 
group name server in the peer-to-peer network, wherein the peer group name server 
comprises information about one or more entities in the peer-to-peer network, wherein 
the information comprises, for each of the one or more entities, a symbolic name and an 
associated entity identity of the entity. Borella also fails to disclose the first peer sending 
a symbolic name of an entity to the peer group name server, the peer group name server 
locating a copy of the symbolic name in the information about the one or more entities to 
determine an entity identifier associated with the symbo lic name, and the peer group 
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name server sending the entity identifier associated with the symbolic name to the first 
peer. Therefore, Borella cannot be said to anticipate claim 3 1 - 

Thus, for at least the reasons above, the rejection of claim 3 1 is not supported by 
the cited art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. Similar remarks also apply to 
claims 58 and 70. 

In further regard to claims 11 and 44, Borella does not disclose discovering the 
peer gr^n p from the information about the peer grou p on the veer group name server. 
The Examiner does not cite any passage of Borella that describes discovering a peer 
group from information about the peer group on a peer group name server. As noted 
above, Borella does not teach where information about a peer group is stored on a peer 
group name server is accessible to discover the peer group. Additionally, Borella does 
not disclose discovering a peer group from the information about the peer group on the 
peer group name server. Instead, as noted above, Borella teaches a system in which 
individual pairs of peers (edge routers) discover each other (via headers inserted into 
network messages), but Borella does not teach discovering a peer group from the 
information about the peer group on the peer group name server. In order to anticipate 
Applicant's claims, a peer device in Borella's system would have to use the information 
stored on another peer device (the marker information received in a network message) to 
discover a peer group. However, as noted above, Borella' s edge routers do not make the 
information they receive in the header markers of network messages accessible to other 
entities. 

In response to the above arguments, the Examiner asserts, "applicant fails to 
consider the teaching of Bore) la's reference for storing the information for peer network 
device in the peer discovery table for being used by the requested network device" and 
again refers to Borella' s network device being able to discover its peer be using the peer 
discovery protocol, citing figures 8A-B and column 7, line 37 - column 8, line 12 of 
Borella. However, the teaching of Borella on which the Examiner relies does not support 
the Examiner's argument. Borella 5 s peer discovery protocol allows an edge router to 
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include a peer discovery marker into a TCP message. Another edge router responds to 
the discovery marker with its network address and a network address of an associated 
host device. Thus, Borella's peer discovery protocol allows peer devices (edge routers) 
to exchange network address directly. However, Borella's peer discovery protocol does 
not involve information about a peer group on a peer group name server from which the 
peer group is discovered. 

Further regarding claim 3, Borella fails to discJose wherein the information about 
the peer group includes a peer group name of the peer group and a peer ftroup identifier 
of the peer group. The Examiner cites item 48 of FIG. 3 A and column 6, lines 41-44. 
However, the Examiner's cited passage does not mention anything about a peer group 
name or a peer group identifier. Borella teaches that a peer discover marker includes 
kind-field 48 that is "a unique number (e.g. 128)" (parenthesis in original). Borella does 
not teach that the unique number in kind-field 48 is a peer group identifier. Instead, 
Borella teaches that kind-field 48 is used to identify the added header fields as a peer 
discovery marker (Borella, column 8, lines 27-36). Thus, kind-field 48 is used as part of 
the messaging protocol to identify Borella's inserted peer discovery marker and not as a 
peer group identifier, as suggested by the Examiner. Moreover, the kind-field 48, 
referred to by the Examiner, is part of Borella's peer discovery marker that is inserted in 
network messages. Borella's kind-field 48 is not part of information about a peer group 
stored on a peer group name server. 

In the Response to Argument, the Examiner cites column 6, lines 51-60 and refers 
to Borella's storing of peer device information in a peer discovery table. The Examiner 
contends that in the information stored in the peer discovery table may include a peer 
device identifier and a peer group identifier. However, as noted above, Borella does not 
mention anything about peer group identifiers. The passages cited by the Examiner do 
not support the Examiner's contention that Borella discloses a peer group name. The 
Examiner has not cited any portion of Borella that teaches the use of a peer group name 
for any purposes whatsoever. Nor does Borella teach anything regarding information 
about a peer group stored on a peer group name server including a peer group name. 
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Furthermore, the fact that Borella fails to make any mention whatsoever of any peer 
group name or peer group identifier, coupled with the Examiner's reliance modifying 
(Final Office Action, page 8, lines 13-17) the teaching of BoreUa to include such a peer 
group name, clearly demonstrates that BoreUa cannot anticipate (i.e. in a rejection based 
on 35 U.S.C. § 102) the specific limitations of claim 3. 

Moreover, as discussed above regarding claims 1 and 31, the peer discovery table 
of an individual edge router in Borella's system cannot be considered information on a 
peer group name server. 

Thus, the rejection of claim 3 is not supported by the cited art and removal thereof 
is respectfully requested. Similar remarks also apply to claims 12, 39 and 45. 

Regarding claim 5, Borella fails to disclose wherein the information about each of 
the one or more member peers of the peer group includes a peer name of the particular 
peer and a peer identifier of the particular peer. The Examiner does not cite any portion 
of Borella that teaches where information about a member peer includes a peer name of 
the peer. Instead, Borella teaches that each peer devices stores only the addresses for 
discovered peers in a peer discovery table (FIG. 3B and column 6, lines 51-60). Borella 
does not mention anything regarding information about each of one or more member 
peers stored on a peer group name server including a peer name of particular member 
peer. 

In the Response to Argument, the Examiner cites column 6, lines 51-60 and 
refers to Borella's storing of peer device information in a peer discovery table. The 
Examiner contends that in the information stored in the peer discovery table may include 
a peer name. However, as noted above, Borella does not mention anything about peer 
names. The passages cited by the Examiner do not support the Examiner's contention 
that BoreUa discloses a peer name. Furthermore, the fact that Borella fails to make any 
mention whatsoever of any peer name, coupled with the Examiner's reliance on 
modifying (Final Office Action, page 8, lines 13-17) the teaching of Borella to include 
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such a peer name, clearly demonstrates that Borella cannot anticipate (i.e. in a rejection 
based on 35 U.S.C. § 102) the specific limitations of claim 5. 

Thus, the rejection of claim 5 is not supported by the cited art and removal thereof 
is respectfully requested. Similar remarks also apply to claims 20, 41 and 49. 

Regarding claim 8, Borella does not disclose the peer group name server 
receiving information about one or more other peer groups each comprising one or more 
member peers, wherein the info rm at io n about the oth er peer groups stored on thej _ e .g r 
cxmn p name server is accessible t o t he entities OP the network through the peer group 
name server to discover one or more peer groups. As described above regarding the 
rejection of claim 1, Borella teaches a system and method for peer network device 
discovery but Borella fails to discJose that the information (i.e. the marker information) 
sent from one peer to another, is accessible to entities on the network through the peer 
group name server to discover the peer group. In contrast, Borella's edge routers only 
send out information about themselves, but do not make information received via 
Borella's peer discovery protocol regarding another device available to other devices. 
For example, in order to anticipate Applicant's claims, Borella's edge router 20 would 
have to make the address information regarding edge router 16 accessible to other entities 
on the network, which does not occur in Borella's system. Tn fact, Borella fails to 
mention anything about a first peer network device providing discovery information 
about second peer network device available to a third peer network device. Thus, Borella 
fails to disclose a peer group name server receiving information about one or more other 
peer groups each comprising one or more member peers, wherein the information about 
the other peer groups stored on the peer group name ser v er is accessible to the entities on 
the network through the peer group name server to discover one or more peer groups. 

The Examiner, in the response to arguments, the Examiner again cites figures 8A- 
B and column 7, line 37 - column 8, line 1 2 of Borella. The Examiner asserts, "applicant 
fails to consider the teaching of Borella's reference for storing the information for peer 
network device in the peer discovery table for being used by the requested network 
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device" and again refers to Borella's network device being able to discover its peer be 
using the peer discovery protocol. However, the teaching of Borella on which the 
Examiner relies does not support the Examiner argument. As noted above, BoreUa's peer 
discovery protocol allows an edge router to include a peer discovery marker into a TCP 
message. Another edge router responds to the discovery marker with its network address 
and a network address of an associated host device. Thus, Borella's peer discovery 
protocol allows peer devices (edge routers) to exchange network address directly. 
Borella's peer discovery protocol does not involve information about peer groups being 
received by a peer group name server and being accessible to entities on the network 
through the peer group name server to discover the peer group. 

Thus the rejection of claim 8 is not supported by the cited art and removal thereof 
is respectfully requested. Similar remarks also apply to claim 43. 



Section 103(a) Rejection : 

The Examiner rejected claims 15 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Borella as applied to claims 1-14, 17, 19-26 and 28-70 above, in view 
of Teodosiu, et al. (U.S. Publication 2002/0062375) (hereinafter 'Teodosiu") and claim 
18 as being unpatentable over Borella as applied to claims 1-14, 17, 19-26 and 28-70 
above. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection for at least the reasons presented 
above regarding their respective independent claims. 

In further regard to the rejection of claims 15 and 16, as outlined in 
Applicant's previous responses, the rejection is improper because Teodosiu does not 
qualify as a prior art reference. More specifically, Teodosiu is a published U.S. patent 
application that was filed on Sep. 13, 2001, after Applicant's priority date of April 24, 
2001. Teodosiu does claim the benefit of two provisional applications both filed Nov. 
22, 2000. However, the Nov. 22, 2000 filing date can only be used as Teodosiu's 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) prior art date for the subject matter that is common to both the published 
application and one of Teodosiu's provisional applications. Since it is common practice 
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for a later filed utility application to include more or different subject matter than its 
earlier provisional application, the Examiner cannot assume that the material in 
Teodosiu's published application relied upon by the Examiner was actually present in 
either of Teodosiu's provisional applications. In fact, examination of Teodosiu's two 
provisional applications shows that they vary greatly from Teodosiu's published 
utility application. The subject matter on which the Examiner is relying on to reject 
Applicant's claims does not appear to be entirely present in one of Teodosiu's provisional 
applications. Thus, the rejection is improper. See, In re Wertheim, 209 USPQ 554 
(CCPA 1981). 

Moreover, Teodosiu's published application is not entitled to the Nov. 22, 
2000 date as a section 103(a) prior art date unless at least one claim of Teodosiu's 
published application is supported (under 35 U.S.C. § 112) in the provisional 
application. Under 35 U.S.C. 119(e)(1), a published utility application is not entitled to 
its provisional application's filing date as a prior art date unless at least one claim of the 
published utility application is supported (per 35 U.S.C. § 112) in the provisional 
application. Since both of Teodosiu's provisional applications are much shorter informal 
papers as compared to Teodosiu's utility application, it is not at all clear that either one of 
Teodosiu's provisional applications provide full 35 U.S.C. § 112 support for any of the 
claims of Teodosiu's published utility application. Thus, the rejection is further improper 
because Teodosiu's published application does not appear to have the necessary claim 
support in either provisional application to be entitled to the provisional application's 
filing date as its prior art date. See also M.P.E-P. § 21 36.03(111- IV). 

The Examiner, in the Conclusion of the Final Office Action asserts, "the 
provisional application of Teodosiu teaches the step of accessing the information about 
the peer group name server and using the information in accessing the peer group name 
server" without citing any portion of Teodosiu's provisional application as support. The 
Examiner does not even identify on which of Teodosiu's provisional applications the 
Examiner relies. In response to the Examiner statement that "applicant does not provide 
any details for proving Teodosiu's provisional application does not teach the limitation in 
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the application", it is up to the Examiner to make a prima facie rejection. In re Warner, 
154 USPQ 173, 177 (C.C.P.A. 1967), cert denied, 389 U.S. 1057 (1968). As noted 
above, the Examiner has failed to do so. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has still failed to demonstrate that at least one claim of 
Teodosiu's published application is supported (under 35 US.C. § 112) in the provisional 
application. 

For the reasons stated above, Applicant asserts that Teodosiu's published 
application does not qualify as prior art to the present application. 

The Examiner rejected claim 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Borella. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 18 for at least the 
reasons given above regarding its independent claim. Applicant also traverses the 
Examiner's statement that the limitations of claim 18 would be obvious. Applicant notes 
that the Examiner's assertion in regard to claim 18 is completely unsupported by any 
evidence of record and is therefore improper. The Examiner has merely stated his own 
opinion as to what would be obvious without providing any prior art support. As the 
Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit explained in In re Lee, 277 F.3d 1338, 1344-45, 
61 USPQ2d 1430, 1434-35 (Fed. Cir. 2002), conclusory statements such as those 
provided by the Examiner do not fulfill the Examiner's obligation, "Deficiencies of the 
cited references cannot be remedied by the [Examiner's] general conclusions." In re 
Zurko, 258 F.3d 1379, 1385-86, 59 USPQ2d 1693, 1697 (Fed Cir. 2001). 

In response to the above arguments, the Examiner, in the Conclusion of the Final 
Office Action, merely discusses the provisional application of Teodo$iu. However, claim 
18 is not rejected in view of Teodosiu. Thus, the Examiner has completely fails to 
rebut the above argument 
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Regarding the §102 and §103 rejections, Applicant also asserts that numerous 
ones of the dependent claims recite further distinctions over the cited art. However, since 
the rejections have been shown to be unsupported for the independent claims, a further 
discussion of the dependent claims is not necessary at this time. 



Information Disclosure S tatement: 

Applicants note that the Examiner did not initial reference "El" on the Form 
PTO-1449 submitted with the Information Disclosure Statement on November 3, 2005. 
Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to initial reference "El" and returned the 
Form PTO-1449 from this statement. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit the application is in condition for allowance, and prompt notice 
to that effect is respectfully requested. 

If any fees are due, the Commissioner is authorized to charge said fees to 
Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C. Deposit Account No. 501505/5181- 
90001/RCK. 



Also enclosed herewith are the following items: 

□ Return Receipt Postcard 

n Petition for Extension of Time 

□ Notice of Change of Address 

□ Other: 



Respectfully submitted, 




Robert C. Kowert 
Reg. No. 39,255 

ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANT(S) 



Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C 

P.O. Box 398 

Austin, TX 78767-0398 

Phone: (512) 853-8850 

Date: Julvl7. 2006 
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